
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 0 1 - oL/Q 
REGION 1 

1 CONGRESS STREET, SUITE 11 00 
BOSTON, MASSAGHUSEnS 021 14-2023 

May 24,2002 

Mr Andrew T. Sllfer 
Corporate Envlromental Programs 
General Electric Company 
1 00 Woodlastin Avenue 
Piasfield, MA 01 201 

Re: Comrnents on General Electric Company's (GE) December 2001 Conceptual Bemovall)esigdRemovalAction 
Work PIan for Newsell Street Area I, GE Housatonic River Project Site, Pittsfield. Massachusetts. 

Dear Mr. Silfer: 

This lcner contains the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) comments concerning the above-referenced 
Concephsal Removal Destgn/Remavul Acfzon Work Plan for Newell Street Area I. This Conceptual Removal 
Deszgn/Removal Actzon Work Plan for ,Vewell Street Area I (Conceptual RD;RA Work Plan) is subject to the terns and 
conditions specified in the Consent Decree (CD) that was entered in U S District Court on October 27, 2000. 

Pursuant to Paragraph 73 of the CD, EPA, after consultation \% ith the Massachusetts Department of En\ ironmental 
Protection (MDEP), provides the following comments on the abol e-referenced submlttal Some of these comments 
relate to the need for addihonal sampl~ng, while others relate to the e\ aluat~ons in the Conceptual RDiRA Work Plan 
GE shall submlt a supplemental sampling proposal for Kewell Street Area I withm 30 days of the date of this comment 
letter That submlttal shall propose additional sampllng at this area, taking Into account the EPA comments set forth 
below that require or relate to additional sampling That submittal shall also propose a date for submttal of an addendum 
to the Conceptual RD/RA Work Plan The addendum shall incl~idc the results of the addit~onal sampllng and address 
the reinainlng EPA comments listed below 

General Comments 

1. GE points out a variety of evaluation issues related to the Appendix IX+3 constituents that are not covered 
specifically in the CD and Statement of Work for Removal Actions Outside the River (SOW). These issues are 
addressed below. - -  - 

EPA concurs with GE's proposed Screening Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for total cy&de and 
total xylenes since these values are based on the most conservative EPA Region 9 PRGs for cyanide and 
xylene compounds. 

e For volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) that exceed the 
Screening PRGs, based entirely on elevated detection limits above the Project Quantitation Limits (PQLs), 
GE shall propose to resample select rgrresentative locations with elevated detection limts in an effort to 
achieve the PQLs. 

e GE shall retain Appendix IX+3 constttuents for further evaluation, if lower analytical detection limits (at or 
below the Screening PRG levels) cannot be achieved for any compound detected previously at the Removal 
Action Area (RAA). 

e For Appendix IXi-3 consQtuents wlth Screening PRGs that are slgnrficantly lower than their PQLs and that 
have not been detected previously at the RAA, CE shall demonstrate that ~t has met the PQLs, to the extent 
practical, and propose alternative Screen~ng PRGs for the compounds, such as the PQLs, consistent ~ i l b  the 
values proposed m prcvlous RD/Rt  Work Plans. 

2 GE's spatla3 at7eragmg catcufat~ons do not rncludc the portlons of The~ssen polygons located beneath any of the 
bulldmgs m Ihe Newell Street Area I parcels. A few of the bu~ld~ngs or pozilons of build~ngs located on vanous 
parcels m Newel1 Sweet Area I are constructed w ~ t h  dirt Roors, for exampfe, &e norlhern pofion of the building 
on Parcel 59-23-20 and the storage barn at the northern end of the same parcel. CE shall evaIuate the d ~ r t  floor 
portions of these burldings as mpaved areas wlth regard to PCB spatral averagmg. GE shall eonfrm the 
consrntctlon detarts of the bu~ldtng floors on all parcels and modify the PCB spabal averaging polygons to reflect 
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the type offloor located within bu~ldings. 

Cons~stent urth the SOW, GE has used the follow~ng dioxlnXuran Toxic Equrvalency Quotient (TEQ) PRG 
concentrattons to assess the parcels: 1 part per bdl~on (ppb) for recreatzonal properties from 0- to 1 -foot beIow 
ground surface (ft bgs); 1.5 ppb for recreational propertles from 1 - to 3-ft bgs; 5 ppb for c o m e r c ~ a l  propefires 
from 0- to I -ft bgs, and 20 ppb for commercial properttes from 1 - to 15-ft bgs In add~tlon. although not spectfied 
m the SOW. EPA requests that, for Newell Street Area I and subsequent RAA evaluatlons. GE conlpare 
droxinlfuran TEQ data for the depth increments hsted below (us~ng etther the maximum TEQ concentration or the 
95% lipper Confidence L m ~ t  on the mean of the TEQ concentratlo~is) to the following TEQ levels: 

* 1 ppb for recreattonal propertles from 0- to 3-ft bgs and 5 ppb for commercial propertles from 0- to 3-ft bgs, 
where the owner has not agreed to execute an Environmental Restriction and Easement (ERE). 

20 ppb for recreational properties from 3- to 15-ft bgs. 

1 In Subsectton 4 3 5 (page 4- 11). GE proposes to use the arithletic average concentratlons of varlous Appendlx 
IX+3 compounds to compare agalnst the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (hiICPj Method 1 S-1, S-2, or S-3 
category so11 standards GE has not provlded the rat~onale for using the arithmetic average as required by Techn~cal 
Attachment F to the SOW. GE shall provide a rahonale for uslng the arithmetic average. 

5 Significantly elevated concentrattons of Appendix IX+3 constituents exist on several parcels, where EPA belleves 
that the proposed PCB remo\ a1 may not fully address these Appendix IX+3 constituents Specifically, the 
following sample 1-ocations contalned elevated concentrations of lead (rangmg up to nearly 10,000 ppm) that may 
extend beyond the limits of the proposed PCB removals or other PCB remedlatlon on Parcel 59-23-13, sample 
locatlons D-4 (1- to 3-feet bgs) and D-5 (0- to1 -foot bgs), on Parcel J9-23- 16, sample locatlons D-6 ( I -  to 3-feet 
bgs), QP-22 14- to 8 feet bgs), and QP-27 (4- to 6-feet bgs), and on Parcel J9-23- 17, sample location U-98 (3- 
to 6-feet and 6- to 15-feet bgs) For these Iocatlons, GE shall further assess the extent of areas having significantly 
elevated concentratlons of lead (regardless of the proposed PCB remediahon areas) through add~tlonal so11 
sampling aridor through additional Appendlx IX+3 exaluattons lilt~mately, GE must demonstrate that the 
proposed PCB remed~at~on or other proposed remedtation addresses the extent of the elevated Appendix IX+3 
concentrations m these areas to confirm that Appendlx IX+3 Performance Standards h a ~ e  been achieved 

The arithmetic average, when used for the MCP Method 1 evaluaQon step, doesn't establish a removal area (e.g., 
Tbiessen polygons for PCBs) for Appendix IX+3 constituents that exceed the Appendix IX+3 Performance- 
Standards in soil. The following issues need to be resolved: 

- 
* Unless GE decides to extend Appendix IX+3 soil removal areas to the next sample locatio&that meets 

Performance Standards, additional Appendix IX+3 sampling is required to delineate the extent of soil 
needs to be removed to meet the PerfomceStandards. GE shall propose a protocol for defining the ex 
of soil that needs to be removed. If additional sampling is proposed, GE shall address sa 
pattemfiequency, depth, and areal extent for the add-ltional samples be collected. 

* I A process for evaluating additional Appendix IXA3 data needs to be established. New data shall be used to 
establish the exteat of Appendix IXi-3 so11 removabengmeered ban~er  placement rather than to e l lma te  the 
need for such remediatlon through recalculating the overall Appendlx IX+3 average at the property. 

6. EPA has revlewed the risk evaluations provided by AMEC and raised several issues (see bulleted Items below) 
concerning the values used in the risk evaluations. EPA believes that the human risk may have been underestimated 
for several compounds based on the values used by AMEG GE shall recalculate the risk in response to the 
following cornmen&. 

* If a relallve oral absorpt~on factor other than 100% is used in the soil ingestion dose caleulat~ons, the toslc~ty 
factors must be mod~fied to represent an absorbed dose. 

* b%en calculatrng dermal r~sks, the toxtctv factors must be modified to represent an absorbed dose. 
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* The use of hme-we~gfited exposure assumption for the chtld recreat~onal exposure scenarto (Parcel 59-23- 17) 
rs not appropnate and underestmates rtsk. The report did not follow the methodology for age-adjusting nsk 
that 1s presented m EPA, 1999a. 

Page 6. first paragraph The total annual so11 Ingestion assumrng 50 rngiday for 2 19 daysyear is equal to 
10,950 and not 10,960 as presented. 

* Table A4-b. Benzo(a)anthracene and arsenlc soil concentrarron (CS) xalues of 1.36 and 6.27 are not 
consistent w~th the values presented on page 8 of the text. GE shall venfy or correct these numbers. 

* Tables AT-a and A7-b: Arsen~c CS value on tables IS 3.57 mgkg. Th~s  1s not consistent with text (see page 
10). The 3.57 mgkg value appears to be for Phenanthrene. The subsequent dose and risk calculations need 
to be updated. 

Tables 1 and 2: Toxicity criteria for vinyl chloride and 1,4-dichlorobenzene are referenced incorrectly. 

* For the Adult Lead Model (ALM), the dcfault ranges for baselme blood lead concentrations (PbB) and 
ind~vtdual blood lead geometric standard dev~at~on (GSD*) are c~ted from EPA 1 996b based on the NHANES 
111 Phase 1 data. Wh~le the values presented are mdeed the ones noted rn the source, the latest ALM (August 
2001) uses updated ranges for the PbB and GSD~pararneters based on the analys~s of data collected m the 
completed NHANES I11 Phase 1 and 2 surveys These updated valuec should be used 

Page 6, last paragraph. Using the updated PbB and GSDi values would result in a slightly lower commercial 
adult PRG of 1712 mg;kg. This value should be used throughout the risk assessments to make comparisons 
with the site-specific lead concentrations. This change does not affect the results. 

Table 4. According to the text, a PRG was calculated assuming a 9Sh percentile fetal blood lead Level of 10 
,ugldL,. Site-specific concentrations were compared with this calculated PRG. This table is titled 
"Calculations of Blood Lead Concentrations (PbBs)" and in fact calculates blood lead concentrations, not the 
PR-G. The PRG calculation should be shown. In addition, as noted above, the updated PbB and GSDi values 

- should be used in this calculation. 

For recreational andresidential properties where lead concentrations (prior to the integration of p r o p o s e d ~ ~ ~  
soil removal areas) exceed the Appendix IX+3 Performance Standards, GE shall evaluate lead exposures for 
children using the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic (IEUBK) child lead model. - 

- - -  7. GE shall make the following changes to the proposed supplemental soil sampling strategy irl- Section h 

In Subsection 5.2, GE indicates that s g  additional soil sample locations (four subsurface and two swticialj - -- - - 

are proposed to supply PCB data for parcels J9-23- 16 and -23, beneath the buildings on these-GE-owned 
properties. The proposed samphg 1s adequate to supplement the PCB data set. However, GE proposes that 
no Appendix IX+3 samples will be collected from the four subsurface soil sample locations. EPA's review 
of the Appendix IX+3 sample distribution at these two parcels has revealed that an additional Appendix IX+3 
sample is required to adequately charactenze the 6- to 15-foot rnterval at Parcel J9-23-16. 

* In Subsection 5.5, GE indicates that elght addibonal so11 samples are proposed to supply Appendix IX+3 
dloxin~fusan data for parcel 59-23-17, for which all existing dioxidfuran data have been rejected. The 
proposed sampIes are to be collected frorn four locations (IA-43, IA-63, LA-72 and LA-82) from the 0- to 1-ft 
and 1- to 3-ft bgs depth intervals. EPA requests that CE collect Append~x IX+3 dioxinifuran samples frorn 
the 3- to 6-ft, and 6- to 15-ft depth intervals, ~n order to hrlher characterrze the parcel. Also, the samples 
proposed for location LA-43 should be moved approxmately 35 feet to the south, to a previously unsampled 
area. 

8 GE shall provide a more detalled utilrty corrldor evaluat~on procedure to the Agencies for revlew and approval. 
Addrtronafly, GE sbalf address the fotlou*ing utrllt): comdor Issues: 

a EPA, 1993 Memorandum from Am-Marie Burke (Toxscolog~st, Technical Support Sect~on, EPA Region I )  to Rlehard 
Cavamero, CE Project Leader, USEPA, Regron 1) Subject Protectrveness of Cleanup Leveis for Removal Acllons Outside the 
Rwer - Protectton of H u m  Health August 4, i 999 (see SOW Appendix D) 

"Pi\. 1936 Ktcninmendarrons of the 1 echnlcdi Rei icn Lk orkg1 aup for Lead for ail inrer~m Approach to Assessjng Risbs 
4ssoclated u i t h  Adult Exposures to Lead rn Soil Tecbwcai Revleu Miurkgroup for lead December. i99G 
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* For the santtary sewer utihty located along the riverbank at the northern end of the KkA. GE shall apply a 
25-foot utll~ty corr~dor for spatial averagtng evaluat~on (12 % feet on e~ther srde of the uttllty Ime), since the 
easement for t h~s  utll~ty corrldor IS 25 feet wlde 

* To charactetize soils tx~thin a uttl~ty comdor, CE shall only use soil data located aithln a 50-foot band 
centered along the length of the utility (25 feet on e~ther side). In addtcion, the data shall be d~sb-~buted at a 
frequency of one sample per approximately 100 to I50 llnear feet of utlllty 

* GE shall apply the Performance Standard of 200 ppm for each utillty corr~dor utthtn a property to the 
maximum depth of the ut1116 trench beddtng or across the 0- to 15-foot depth mterval, tqhichever is less. 
GE has proposed to apply the Performance Standard of 200 ppm to the 1- to 6- foot depth Interval 1n uhl~ty 
corridors (Sectron 3.6); howeqer, the SOUr does not support the l~mited applicable depth ~nterval that GE has 
proposed [SOW, Section 2.3.2, 6(c)]. The top of the main sanitary sewer lme along the Ne~~,el l  Sheet Area 
I rtverbank IS deeper than 6 feet underground - ~t ranges from 7 to at least 11 feet deep 

For the san~tary sewer utility corridor located along the riverbank at the rear of the M A ,  GE shall calculate 
separate PCB spatial averages for reasonable exposure areas -rvlthin that corridor (to be proposed by GE and 
approved by EPA), rather than for the entlre length of the corridor In Newel1 Sheet Area I. 

9 In Figure 3- 1, GE proposes 0 5-foot sot1 $emovals fiom parcels, 59-23- 12, - 16, - 17, and -2 1 Sot1 removals for the 
0- to 1-foot spatial a~eragtng tnterval must be conducted for the entlre 1-foot lntervai, not just the first 6 mches. 

10. On page 4- 16, GE proposes to eliminate the Appendix IX+3 MCP Method 1 evaluation at parcel 59-23-12 at the 
1- to 3-ft depth interval since all the existing Appendix IX+3 samples at that depth \\!ill be excavated during the 
proposed PCB soil removals. Eliminating Appendix IX+3 evaluations for this depth increment is not acceptable. 
GE shall propose additional sampling and analysis of Appendix IX+3 constituents in the 1- to 3-foot depth 
increment at Parcel 59-23-1 2 in the forthcoming supplemental sampling proposal. 

11 GE has proposed so11 removals along most of the drainage ditch located between parcels 59-23-22 and 59-23-23, 
GE shall remove soil~sediment from ent~re ditch - only one small area near sarnplrng locatlon F W- 17 has not been 
selected for removal. 

12. As noted regarding previous Work Plans, it is difficult to assess the spatial representativeness of the Appendix IX+3 
analytical results based on the figures provided by GE in the Work Plan. GE has agreed to preparezmps illustrating - 
the distribution of Appendix IX+3 samples, to demonstrate that the vertical and horizontal distribuaons of Appendix _ ,- -+ - 

IX+3 analyte groupslconstihents meet the requirements stipulated in the SOW. These maps should include ail 
current and proposed sampling for Appendix IX+3 constituents. EPA reserves the right to comment on the 
adequacy of tfie Appendix IX+3 sampling after having reviewed these additionaI submittals from GE. - -  - 

13. In accordance with the MCP, CE has proposed that the Method 1 S-2 Soil Standards apply to surface sods w i h  
the upper 3 feet of the commerciaL'industria1 parcels, and the Method 1 S-3 Soil Standards apply to "subsurface 
soll" (I e , so11 at depths greater than 3 feet, or beneath pavement) However, the averaging mtervals speclfied in 
the SOW for commerciaL~ndushial propert~es, which have accepted an ERE, address the 0- to I -foot depth Interval 
and the 1- to 6-foot depth tnterval. GE has proposed to evaluate the 1- to 6-foot and 0- to 15-foot depth mtervals 
usmg the Method 1 S-3 Soil Standards. Under this commercial-use scenario, the 1- to 3-foot depth mterval m 
unpaved areas is not belng evaluated agamst the Method 1 S-2 Soil Standards Therefore, GE shall evaluate so11 
m the I- to 6-foot depth interval usmg Method I S-2 So11 Standards for commercial properttes wrth EREs. 

14. GE shall evaluate sulfide at Newell Street Area 1 accord~ng to the protocol agreed to dunng the 20s, 30s and 40s 
Complexes RD/% Work PIan discussions, as documented in EP.ri's 20s, 30s and 40s Complexes RDiRA Work 
Plan Conditional Approval Letter, dated March 19,2002. Sulfide concentratrons shaI1 be compared to Screenrng 
PRCs based on the EPA Region 9 PRC for carbon disuliide. 
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15. The SOW requires that the total number of Appendlx IX+3 samples collected from an averaging area be equal to 
approx~mately one-third the number of PCB samples required to characterize that area. Further. the Appendix IX+3 
samples must be approxmately evenly dlstr~buted between surface (0- to 1 -foot depth incrementj and subsurface 
(greater than 1 foot depth increments) so11 samples. 

EPA agrees that GE has generally followed the SOW requirements presented 111 the preceding paragraph, but EPA's 
review of the Appendix IX+3 sampl~ng has revealed several drstribution and completeness issues These issues 
refate to the dismbubon of Appendix IX+3 samples across each parcel and the completeness of the anafyte groups 
collected at each averaging interval. 

Incomplete Append~x IX-63 samples (samples or combrnatlons of samples that do not cover the full 1 s t  of the 
RAA's Appendix 1x43 analytesj do not adequately meet the SOW requirements. For example, at Parcel J9- 
23-16, tv~o Appendix IX+3 samples (QP-22 and QP-23) are lrsted at the 6- to 15-foot depth as meeting 
iippendlx IX+3 sampltng requtrements. Unfortunately, at thts depth mcrement, only inorganlcs were collected 
and analyzed for at these locat~ons 

* Appendix IX+3 samples collected In close proxlm1t.i to one another should only count as one Appendix 1X+3 
sample. Using the same example as above, QP-22 and QP-23 are only approximately 25 feet apart 

GE shall revtew the Append~x IX+3 analyte dlstrrbutlon at each Newel1 Street Area I parcel and, as part of the 
supplemental samplmg proposal for Newell Street Area I, propose additional Appendix IX+3 samphng to address 
these disb-lbut~on and completeness tssries 

Parcel-Specific Comments: 

Parcel J9-23-18 

In Subsection 5.5, GE proposes additional samphng for Appendix 1x43 constituents at two locations and tuio depths 
( 1- to 3-ft and 3- to 6-ft bgs) on parcel 59-23-1 8 In order to increase the representati.ieness of the Appendlx IX-3 data 
at the northern end of the parcel, GE shall relocate the samples proposed for locat~on RV-9 to location RV- 1 at the same 
depth tntervals 

Parcels J9-23-19, -20. -21 

The following list of issues relates to Parcels J9-23-19, -20 and -2 1 : 

The spatial averaging calculations in Tables A-30 to -32 and A-34 to -36 indlcate that analytical results from 
soil sample W1-OT0001)14 were used in the spatial averaging calculations for parcels J9-2349 arid -20. In - - - * 

the June 2001 Supplement to Pre-Design Investigation Report, soil sample N1-OTO00014 is identified in the 
data table onFigure 2B as a "soil pilew sample, and was not proposed for grid characterization or supplementai 
use. Soil sample N1-OT000014 was collected by WESTON for EPA from a pile of loam stored on parcel 
39-23- 19 by dnving a sampler diagonally lnto the pile, and cannot be used for spatial averaging purposes. The 
analytical results related to soil sample N1-OT000014 shall be removed from the PCB spatial averaging 
calculations in Tables A-30 to -32 and A-34 to -36 and the polygons related to soil sample NI-OT000014 
depleted in F~gures A-1 to -6 and A-8 shall be removed and the rematnlng polygons must be revised. 

The spattaI averagmg calculations m Table A-32 indicate that analytical results for sample N 1 -BE100047 1 
from 3- to 4-ft bgs appear to have been ~ncluded lnstead of those for sample J9-23-20-F-14, as the polygon 
associated with sample N1-BH000471 is not included in parcel J9-23-19 but the polygon associated w ~ t h  
sample 39-23-20-F-14 is, on Figure A-6. CE shall revise the calculat~ons to reRect this fact. 

* The spatial averagmg calcuIahons m Table A-33 rnd~cate that analp1ca1 results for sample Nl-BH000471 
from 6- to 8-ft bgs appear to have been included instead of those for sarnple N1-BH000464. as the polygon 
assoc~ated with sample N 1 -BH00047 1 is not included m parcel J9-23- 19 but the polygon assoc~ated WI& 

sample El-BN000464 is, on Figure A-12. GE shall revlse the calculat~ons to reflect thts fact 

* No gas. Rater or sewer utillt~es arc shown to serve Parcel 59-23-19, GE should c o n f m  that tkrs 1s correct, 
or evatuate such utrlit~es rf they extst. 

* To better characterrze the cenhaf portion of the propem, CE shall coIfect addrtronal Appendxx IX13 santples 
from f - to &feet at locatlon SZ-19. 
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To better charactenze the soils at the rear portlon of the property, CE shall collect an add~tlonal Appendtx IX+3 sample 
from 6- to 15-feet at locat~on C- 16 rather than at D-16, as proposed m the Work Plan. 

GE states in Subsection 3 5 8 that soils assoc~ated with sample FiV- 16, rv111 be removed from the top foot, but Table A- 
53 does not reflect that so~ls  m polygons 2098 and 3032. assoc~ated \$ tth sample FW- 16, \$ 111 be removed. GE should 
revise text or Table A-53 to resolve this conflict 

GE proposes hvo add~tional locat~ons (D-20 and H-22) on parcel 59-23-25 for supplement31 sampllng for Append~x 
IX+3 constrtuents at 6 to 15 ft bgs GE shall Instead collect the additional Appendix 1X+3 so11 samples from the 6- to 
15-ft bgs ~ntertal  at locations D-20 (as proposed by GE) and F-22 (replacmg location H-22) 

GE has included sample PKSC-03 In the characterization of the CD po&on of Parcel 59-23-26. However, this sample 
location is well beyond the boundary of the portion of Parcel 59-23-26 addressed by the CD, and therefore should not 
be used in this evaluation 

In the Work Plan, GE states that final lmits for so11 removal may be recalculated for shallo~rer depth increments, 
resulting in revlslons (aerial and depth) to spec~fic volumes Identified for removal GE shall identify any proposed 
changes to the final limits for so11 removal in the Conceptual RD RA Work Plan Addendum and the Flnal RDlRA Work 
Plan EPA resen7es the right to requlre spec~fic appro\ial for any modtficatlons, particularly any reduction in so11 to be 
removed, from what was proposed in this document and illustrated on Flgure 3-1 

EPA reserves lts right to perfom additional sampling tn RAA 13 and/or requlre addltionai sampllng or Response 
Actlons, ~f necessary, to meet the requirements of the Consent Decree If you have any questions. please contact me at 
(617) 918-1365 

Sincerely. 

Bryan Olsonq 
GE Team Leader 

cc: Dick Gates, GE 
Sue Steenstrup, MDEP 
Sue Keydel, MDEP 
Mike Nalipinski, US EPA 
Holly Inglrs, US EPA 
John Kilborn, US EPA 
K.C. Mltkev~cius, USACE 
Jarnes Bleke, Shea & Gardner 
Jarnes Nuss, BBL 

J Dawn J m o s .  Roy F. Weston 
P~ltsfield MA Office, US EPPl 
Mayor Sara Waihaway, City of Plasfield 
Tom H~ckey, PEDA 
Teresa Bowers, Gradient 
Publ~c Infomatron Repositories (4) 
Newell Street Propeq  Ouners 
S ~ t e  File 

Page 6 of 6 


